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THE*  METHODS  OF  EUGENICS.* 

In  discussing  the  Methods  of  Eugenics,  one  may  begin  by  briefly 
defining  a  few  terms.  It  must  be  made  clear  that  by  Eugenics  I 
mean  what  the  word  indicates — Good  breeding.  We  are  not  here 
concerned  with  the  methods  of  inquiry  in  the  field  of  heredity. 
The  proper  name  for  that  inquiry  is  Genetics,  introduced  by 
Professor  Bateson,  its  pioneer  and  greatest  living  exponent.  But 
Eugenics  is  good  breeding  :  a  practice,  based  upon  what  may  be 
most  succinctly  defined  as  the  Darwinian,  which  is  also  the  natural, 
principle  of  selection  for  parenthood.  Here  there  may  also  be 
noted  the  following  terms  for  which  I  am  responsible.  The  person 
who  believes  in  and  works  for  the  practice  of  Eugenics  we  may 
call  a  Eugenist.  When  selection  occurs  in  the  wrong  direction, 
we  may  call  the  process  Dysgenics.  The  eugenic  process  we  may 
distinguish  as  positive,  negative  and  preventive,  the  first  being 
the  encouragement  of  parenthood  on  the  part  of  the  worthy  and 
the  second  the  discouragement  of  parenthood  on  the  part  of  the 
unworthy,  whilst  preventive  eugenics  will  combat  what  may  be 
called  the  racial  poisons,  such  as  syphilis  and  malaria,  alcohol  and 
lead,  according  to  the  principle  obsta  principiis. 

For  convenience  we  may  discuss  the  methods  of  Eugenics  under 
these  three  headings,  and  under  each  we  shall  find  certain  measures 
or  proposals  which,  as  it  seems  to  me,  we  are  to  reject,  others  which 
we  must  question,  and  others  which  we  must  accept.  The  distinc¬ 
tions  between  positive,  negative,  and  preventive  Eugenics  are,  of 
course,  only  categorical,  and  in  many  instances  one  method  may 
serve  various  ends.  There  is  no  intention  in  what  follows  to  be 
comprehensive,  but  merely  to  present  an  indicative  outline  of  the 
methods  of  Eugenics.  It  must  be  remembered  that  almost  every 
change  in  public  opinion,  however  small,  almost  every  legislative 
enactment  or  decision  on  the  part  of  the  smallest  body,  will  in 
greater  or  less  degree  affect  marriage  and  parenthood,  and  may 
therefore  be  a  method  of  Eugenics  or  of  Dysgenics.  When  we 
acquire  the  habit  of  thinking  eugenically,  we  soon  see  the  truth  of 
this  contention.  But  for  the  present  our  concern  is  with  obvious 
and  more  direct  matters. 

In  the  first  place,  it  is  worth  while  to  insist  strongly  upon  the 
value  of  eugenic  propaganda.  Everyone  who  knows  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  this  subject  should  be  a  centre  of  eugenic  opinion.  Having 
for  several  years  past  devoted  the  greater  part  of  my  time  to  this 


*  Revised  from  a  lecture  delivered  before  the  Sociological  Society,  Feb.  8th,  1910. 
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business,  I  know  how  public  opinion  is  capable  of  modification. 
Only  five  years  ago,  if  one  said  to  a  popular  audience  that  defective- 
minded  people  should  be  segregated,  so  that  the  future  should  be 
protected  from  the  consequences  of  their  parenthood,  the  doctrine 
was  received  with  stony  silence.  If  you  say  it  now,  they  applaud 
before  your  sentence  is  finished,  in  the  hearty  fashion  which 
indicates  that  you  are  telling  them  something  they  know.* 

The  Methods  of  Positive  Eugenics. 

It  may  be  said  in  general  that  the  methods  of  positive  Eugenics, 
at  any  rate  under  anything  like  present  social  conditions,  must  be 
mainly  educative,  while  those  of  negative  and  preventive  Eugenics 
must  be  largely  legislative.  These  are,  of  course,  only  general 
statements,  but  we  shall  probably  see  that  direct  legislation  for 
the  mating  and  parenthood  of  the  worthy  is  not  practicable  and,  on 
the  other  hand,  that  we  cannot  prevent  the  mating  and  parenthood 
of  the  unworthy  without  legislation.  Let  us  now  proceed  to  the 
three  classes  of  our  methods  of  positive  Eugenics. 

A.  Rejected. 

The  Stud  Farm,  “Mating  by  Police,”  and  anything  else  that 
involves  the  destruction  of  marriage.  Not  much  time  need  be 
spent  on  these  proposed  methods.  They  involve  the  total  destruc¬ 
tion  of  the  existing  foundations  of  society,  and  indeed  of  any  human 
society  of  which  we  have  knowledge.  It  is  necessary  merely  to 
allude  to  them  in  order  contemptuously  to  reject  them. 

B.  Questioned. 

Bonuses  for  Children.  Here  is  a  proposal  as  to  which  we  may 
perhaps  be  in  doubt,  but  it  would  certainly  be  a  mistake  to  reject 
it  summarily.  My  own  doubt  is  as  to  the  fate  of  the  baby  when 
the  bonus  is  spent,  if  it  was  for  the  bonus  that  the  baby  was 
produced.  More  formally  stated,  the  argument  would  be  that  I 
want  to  see  children  produced  for  the  love  of  children  and  am 
somewhat  critical  of  those  eugenists  who  are  for  ever  speaking 
about  breeding  for  ability,  and  at  the  same  time  tell  us  that 
Eugenics  is  to  be  made  part  of  our  religion.  We  want  other 
things  besides  ability — to  which  no  moral  sign  is  attached.  There 
is  plenty  of  ability  in  the  world  which — used  as  it  is — the  world 
would  be  better  without.  We  want  the  parental  instinct  and  the 
tender  emotion  which,  as  Dr.  McDougall  has  lately  so  brilliantly 
proved,*  is  correlated  with  it.  We  therefore  want  children  to  be 
born  to  those  who  have  the  love  of  children.  Whilst  we  desire  on 

*  It  has  now  reached  the  Church  Congress  where  it  was  received  with  “  prolonged 
cheers,”  (October,  1910). 

*See  his  “Social  Psychology”  (Methuen  &  Co.). 
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no  account  to  interfere  with  or  hamper  the  production  of  children 
by  such  people,  we  must  on  the  other  hand  consider  whether  it  can 
be  ultimately  eugenic  to  attempt  methods  of  bribery  for  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  children  on  the  part  of  people  who  do  not  desire  children 
for  their  own  sake.  The  eugenic  ideal,  as  I  have  elsewhere  defined 
it,  is  that  every  child  that  comes  into  the  world  should  be  planned, 
desired,  and  loved  in  anticipation.  Yet  consistently  with  this  ideal 
there  may  be  many  cases  in  which  bonuses,  or  the  diversion  of  the 
stream  of  charity,  might  be  eugenically  employed  for  helping 
worthy  parents  and  worthy  children,  the  latter  being  a  suggestion 
lately  advocated  by  Sir  Francis  Galton. 

C.  Accepted. 

Marriage  duly  reformed  by  law  and  by  public  opinion,  this 
including  Divorce  Law  Reform.  Marriage  is  the  social  institution 
wherethrough  motherhood  is  supported,  buttressed  and  amplified 
by  fatherhood,  which  last,  no  longer  merely  a  physiological  rela¬ 
tion,  becomes  responsible  and  co-operative  with  motherhood  for 
the  service  of  the  life  of  this  world  to  come.  On  the  eugenic 
relations  of  marriage  many  courses  of  lectures  might  well  be 
delivered.  One  can  only  lay  down  here  the  principle  that  when 
the  eugenist  speaks  of  the  reformation  of  marriage  he  necessarily 
means  its  eugenic  reformation.  He  means  that  public  opinion 
shall  operate  against  the  making  of  such  criminal  marriages  as 
society  daily  exemplifies,  blessed  by  Church  and  State,  but 
accursed  by  Nature.  He  means  that  the  first  consideration  in 
the  choice  of  men  by  women  and  women  by  men  shall  be  the 
natural  value,  the  biological  status  of  the  individual  in  question ; 
what  he  or  she  is,  not  what  he  or  she  has.  We  are  to  teach  that 
in  choosing  the  individual  for  individual  qualities,  the  chooser  is 
providing  for  himself  or  herself  the  best  conditions  for  happiness 
and  the  best  conditions  for  the  future.  For  the  married  people 
as  individuals,  it  is  their  natural  qualities  that  matter;  and  it  is 
these,  as  the  laws  of  heredity  teach  us,  that  matter  for  the  future. 

It  is  especially  to  be  observed,  since  the  point  is  of  national 
importance  and  hitherto  ignored,  that  women’s  great  function  of 
choosing  the  fathers  of  the  future  is  grossly  interfered  with  under 
such  conditions  as  obtain  in  Great  Britain,  where  there  are  no  less 
than  a  million  and  a  third  of  women  over  the  age  of  21  in  excess 
of  men.  In  the  greater  part  of  her  colonies,  the  numerical  propor¬ 
tion  of  the  sexes  is  the  opposite  one,  and  it  should  be  part  of  her 
imperial  policy  to  export  no  small  proportion  of  her  girlhood, 
under  scrupulously  careful  conditions,  to  Australasia  and  Canada, 
— of  course  with  the  consent  of  the  individuals  concerned.  But  it 
will  take  some  time  yet  to  turn  politicians  from  the  fiscal  question 
to  this  supreme  question  of  vital  “imports  and  exports.’’ 
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Under  the  reform  of  marriage  from  the  eugenic  point  of  view, 
I  would  include  the  endowment  of  motherhood,  but  repudiating 
with  all  my  heart  the  meaning  of  that  phrase  as  it  is  used  by  such 
writers  as  Mr.  H.  G.  Wells.  I  mean  the  endowment  of  mother¬ 
hood  by  the  corresponding  fatherhood.  The  principle  of  insurance 
must  be  applied,  but  to  make  fatherhood  irresponsible  would  be  to 
go  further  back  even  than  the  stage  which  some  of  the  earliest 
fishes  attained — as  when  the  male  stickleback  helps  the  female  to 
build  the  nest  and  keep  off  intruders.  According  to  Mr.  Wells, 
it  is  “a  matter  of  detail”  ho\v  far  a  mother’s  husband,  that  is  to 
say  the  child’s  father,  will  share  in  the  power  of  directing  the 
child’s  upbringing.  If  that  is  a  matter  of  detail,  there  are  no 
principles. 

Divorce  Law  Reform,  now  the  subject  of  a  Royal  Commission 
in  England,  must  be  eugenically  directed,  must  protect  a  woman 
from,  for  instance,  having  motherhood  forced  upon  her  by  a 
chronic  inebriate.  In  so  doing  it  will  free  a  eugenically  fit  person 
worthy  to  be  a  parent,  who  has  become  married  to  a  dysgenic 
individual,  and  who  ought  to  be  free  to  marry  again  so  that  the 
present  and  the  future  may  be  served.  Such  a  reform  will  evidently 
achieve  both  positive  and  negative  eugenics. 

Education  for  parenthood,  of  youth  of  both  sexes,  appealing  to 
both  through  religion,  to  boys  especially  perhaps  through 
patriotism  and  to  girls  especially  through  the  ideal  of  womanhood. 
This  is  a  question  on  which  I  have  written  at  great  length  else¬ 
where  and  which  need  here  be  only  briefly  referred  to.  As  Herbert 
Spencer  pointed  out  half  a  century  ago,  we  educate  for  every 
function  except  the  greatest,  which  is  parenthood.  His  criticism 
is  as  true  to-day.  This  is  to  my  mind  the  fundamental  method  of 
positive  Eugenics. 

Two  suggestions  may  be  made.  The  first  is  that  in  the  case 
of  boys  we  might  link  up  this  question  with  the  patriotism  to  which 
boys  so  readily  respond.  Let  them  wave  their  flags,  but  let  them 
also  be  taught  to  hold  themselves  holy  and  intact,  since  there  is  no 
wealth  but  life  for  a  nation  as  for  an  individual,  since  all  individuals 
are  mortal,  and  since  therefore  national  destiny  is  with  sound 
fatherhood  as  well  as  sound  motherhood.  That  boys  will  respond 
to  such  arguments  may  be  testified  from  experience  of  many 
occasions.  One  speaks  with  more  hesitation  regarding  girls,  but 
it  may  be  suggested  that  we  should  work  through  the  ideal  of 
womanhood,  teaching  the  great  function,  perhaps  the  highest  that 
pertains  to  the  sex,  of  choosing  the  fathers  of  the  future.  This  is 
something  better  than  the  old  notion  of  the  warrior  maidens  who 
chose  the  slain.  Would  that  we  had  another  genius  to  glorify  this 
idea  as  Richard  Wagner  glorified  that ! 

Trans-valuation  of  social  values.  Here  I  have  borrowed  a 
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phrase  from  Nietzsche  to  indicate  that  we  shall  never  make  much 
real  headway  with  our  positive  Eugenics  until  we  have  taught 
ourselves  and  our  youth  to  value  individuals  in  terms  of  their  real 
value  and  to  reject  with  disgust  the  notions  contained  in  such  a 
phrase  as  “How  much  is  he  worth?”  meaning  that  he  may  be 
diseased  and  bestial,  a  source  of  death  and  corruption  on  every 
hand,  but  has  command  over  so  much  money.  Value,  as  Ruskin 
long  ago  reminded  us  in  those  fundamental  lectures  on  economics 
which  we  have  yet  to  discover,  is  derived  from  the  Latin  word 
meaning  to  be  strong  and  well.  We  must  make  our  social  values 
correspond  to  the  great  criterion  imposed  upon  us  by  Life. 

One  may  be  excused  for  turning  very  slightly  aside  to  suggest 
how  this  question  bears  upon  the  economic  position  of  woman, 
that  being  a  matter  of  very  great  importance  to  the  eugenist.  When 
we  discover  in  what  value  really  consists,  the  economic  position  of 
woman  will  be  profoundly  modified.  She  who  creates  the  future, 
she  who,  whether  as  mother  or  foster-mother,  as  nurse  or  teacher, 
is  the  great  maker  of  life  and  carer  for  life,  is  surely  the  last  person 
to  be  in  a  position  of  economic  insecurity  in  a  sanely  constructed 
society.  In  a  day  that  will  be,  all  sorts  of  people  now  greatly 
prosperous,  but  incapable  of  doing  anything  to  serve  anybody,  will 
find  themselves  at  their  wits’  ends  for  a  crust :  but  if  anyone  is 
secure  it  will  be  she  who  makes  and  nourishes  the  life  of  the  world 
to  come.  Eastwards  we  may  see  the  faint  flush  of  this  approaching 
dawn,  and  it  is  our  duty  speedily  to  make  the  world  go  round  until 
that  dawn  becomes  day. 

Methods  of  Negative  Eugenics. 

Under  this  heading  we  shall  find  ourselves  mainly  concerned 
with  practical  measures  largely  necessitating  legislation.  Should 
anyone  who  boasts  himself  “a  practical  man,”  his  euphemism  for 
“short-sighted”  or  “glass-eyed,”  be  offended  by  the  somewhat 
remote  character  of  what  has  just  been  said,  perhaps  what  is  to 
come  may  appease  him. 

A.  Rejected. 

The  Lethal  Chamber,  the  Permission  of  Infant  Mortality,  the 
Production  of  Abortion,  and  other  synonyms  for  murder .  Eugenics 
is  selection  for  parenthood,  not  selection  for  life.  Every  human 
life  is  to  be  considered  sacred  from  its  beginning, — from  its  very 
beginning,  which  is  the  moment  of  conception.  This  belief 
may  be  a  surviving  remnant  from  the  day’s  of  one’s  medical 
education,  but  it  is  good  practical  teaching  nevertheless.  Proposals 
to  kill  miss,  one  and  all,  the  point  of  Eugenics,  which  involves  the 
distinction  between  the  right  to  live  and  the  right  to  become  a 


282 


THE  SOCIOLOGICAL  REVIEW 


parent.  I  should  heartily  object  to  anyone  who  makes  such  pro¬ 
posals  taking  to  himself  the  name  of  eugenist.  If  he  does  not  care 
for  the  name  of  murderer  and  wants  a  euphemism  he  must  find  one 
for  himself;  there  are  plenty.*  If  it  were  that  only  by  nature’s 
method  of  inflicting  capital  punishment  at  one  stage  or  another 
we  could  raise  or  even  maintain  the  quality  of  the  race,  we  should 
indeed  have  to  consider  such  proposals  as  these,  but  since  we  are 
human  and  purposive,  not  mechanical  and  automatic,  since  we  can 
distinguish  between  life  and  parenthood,  they  are  superfluous. 

Mutilative  Surgery.  By  mutilative  surgery  one  means  those 
surgical  operations  which  involve  the  ablation  of  part  of  the 
individual.  As  everyone  knows,  these  operations  affect  not  only 
parenthood,  but  the  physiology  and  even  the  psychology  of  the 
individual,  and  they  cannot  be  too  seriously  regarded.  Mutilative 
is  a  fair  adjective  for  them,  but  is,  if  anything,  less  than  adequate. 
These  proposals  are  to  be  rejected  because  they  are  fortunately 
superfluous,  again  with  the  admission  that  if  there  were  no 
alternative  we  should  have  to  prefer  them  to  racial  degeneration. 
There  is  a  most  fundamental  distinction  between  these  proposals 
for  surgical  mutilation  and  those  surgical  methods  to  which  refer¬ 
ence  is  about  to  be  made. 

B.  Questioned. 

Marriage  Certificates.  I  am  very  far  from  rejecting  either  the 
principle  or  the  practice  of  granting  marriage  certificates,  but  have 
never  advocated  them.  A  recent  article  by  Dr.  Squire  Sprigge, 
Editor  of  the  Lancet,  in  the  Contemporary  Review ,  has  gone  far 
to  demonstrate  that  the  utility  of  marriage  certificates  has  been 
much  overrated  by  those  who  have  not  thought  the  matter  out. 
The  principle  of  education  for  parenthood  is  worth  a  thousand  of 
such  proposals. 

C.  Accepted. 

Sterilisation  of  the  Unfit:  (1)  By  Vasectomy  or  Salpingectomy ; 
(2)  By  the  Rontgen  Rays.  The  special  point  to  be  made  is  that 
these  surgical  procedures  are  as  safe  and  simple  as  a  surgical 
operation  can  well  be,  involving  a  laparotomy  in  neither  sex,  and 
interfering  in  no  particular  whatever  with  any  organ,  character, 

*  Ever  since  1902  I  have  fought  steadily  for  Eugenics  and  the  reduction  of  infant 
mortality  as  correlative  parts  of  the  one  purpose.  No  Eugenist  can  be  named  who 
approves  of  infant  mortality  (which  is  simply  national  infanticide),  nor  of  any  form 
of  infanticide.  Mr.  Chesterton  has  persistently  misrepresented  Eugenics  for  many 
years,  despite  repeated  correction,  and  it  is  not  surprising  to  find  him  say, 

“  Eugenics  is  already  hinting  at  the  pagan  habit  of  infanticide,”  but  it  is  surprising 
to  find  him  say  so  in  the  Dublin  Review  (Oct.  1910),  which  we  are  coming  to  look 
upon  as  courteous  and  honourable  to  opponents. 
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appetite  or  capacity  of  the  individual  as  an  individual.  The  sole 
difference  effected  by  them  is  that  he  or  she  cannot  become  a  parent. 

A  brief  reference  is  also  due  to  the  Rontgen  rays,  over  which 
the  physicists  are  rapidly  giving  us  control.  There  is  no  question 
that  these  rays  are  capable  of  causing  sterilisation,  which  may  or 
may  not  last  for  life.  It  seems  clear  also  that  they  can  do  this 
without  producing  any  other  effect.* 

Segregation  of  the  Unfit.  We  must  clearly  understand  the 
relations  of  these  two  measures,  sterilisation  and  segregation. 
The  proposal  here  made  is  that  sterilisation  be  employed  as  the 
most  humane  measure,  where  segregation  is  unnecessary.  If  the 
individual  had  a  morbid  fear  of  a  safe  and  simple  operation,  it 
might  be  left  to  him  or  her  to  prefer  segregation.  But  it  will  be 
quite  evident,  when  we  get  over  our  first  anxieties  and  understand 
what  the  operation  for  sterilisation  involves,  that  in  cases  where 
it  satisfies  both  the  social  and  the  eugenic  requirement  it  is  by  far 
the  kindest  way  of  doing  so,  since  after  its  effective  performance 
the  individual  is  perfectly  free  and  not  to  be  feared  from  the  eugenic 
point  of  view.  On  the  other  hand  segregation  must  be  employed 
whenever  an  individual,  apart  from  possible  parenthood,  is  unfit 
to  be  a  member  of  the  community,  and  that  will  be  in  an  over¬ 
whelming  majority  of  our  cases.  By  far  the  greater  number  of 
dysgenic  persons  now  existing  are  quite  unfit  to  live  in  the  com¬ 
munity  at  large,  parenthood  or  no  parenthood,  and  the  proper 
method  of  dealing  with  them  is  not  sterilisation,  but  segregation 
for  life,  in  which  case,  of  course,  sterilisation  is  unnecessary. 

There  are  the  dull  objections  raised  by  friends  of  so-called 
liberty,— as  liberty  is  understood  by,  say,  Mr.  Belloc  and  Mr. 
Chesterton  to  this  policy  of  segregation.  These  protests  of 
materialism  may  be  met  by  half  a  dozen  lines  of  John  Ruskin,  who 
in  Munera  Pulveris”  insisted  on  “the  fact  that  slavery  is  not  a 
political  institution  at  all,  but  an  inherent,  natural  and  eternal 
inheritance  of  a  large  portion  of  the  human  race,  to  whom  the  more 
you  give  of  their  own  free  will,  the  more  slaves  they  will  make 
themselves.  In  common  parlance  we  idly  compare  captivity  with 
slavery.” 

It  is  carefully  to  be  noted  that  we  must  distinguish  between 
marriage  and  parenthood.  There  will  be  cases  where  a  fully 
responsible  person  is  for  one  reason  or  another  eugenically 
unworthy,  and  to  such  a  person  marriage  without  parenthood  will 

*  In  a  paper  read  before  the  Paris  Academy  of  Sciences,  December  27th,  1909,  the 
authors  quoted  a  case  of  complete  and  final  sterilisation  of  one  of  the  lower  mammals 
without  any  injury  of  the  skin  by  a  single  application  of  X  rays  filtered  through 
aluminium.  At  the  1910  meeting  of  the  British  Association,  Sir  Joseph  Thomson 
showed  how  the  hard  and  soft  Rontgen  rays  can  be  separately  produced  for  medical 
purposes.  The  hard  rays,  which  penetrate,  are  employed  for  sterilisation,  and  if  the 
soft  rays,  which  are  absorbable  by  the  skin,  are  absent,  there  is  no  fear  of  producing 
cutaneous  cancer. 
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be  permitted.  Indeed  we  need  not  say  that  there  will  be  such 
cases,  for  there  are  many  such  contemporary  instances,  as  my 
correspondence  for  the  last  few  years  would  abundantly  prove. 
On  the  other  hand  marriage,  even  without  parenthood,  must  be 
forbidden  in  certain  cases  of  disease,  where  the  marriage  itself 
would  be  a  crime  as  involving  the  infection  of  the  present,  quite 
apart  from  the  infection  of  the  future. 

Methods  of  Preventive  Eugenics. 

What  I  propose  to  call  Preventive  Eugenics  is  here  recognised 
for  the  first  time.  The  official  inquirers  in  Eugenics  at  the  Francis 
Galton  Laboratory  of  the  University  of  London  are  not  medical 
men  nor  pathologists,  nor  even  biologists,  but  biometricians,  and 
the  question  of  the  primal  origin  of  racial  defects  has  been  entirely 
ignored  by  them. 

For  some  time  past  I  have  been  employing  the  term  racial 
poisons  to  indicate  certain  agents  which,  in  greater  or  less  degree 
injurious  to  individuals  as  individuals,  prejudice  their  subsequent 
parenthood.  The  protection  of  parents  and  possible  parents  from 
the  action  of  such  racial  poisons,  though  ignored  by  Eugenics  in 
its  tentative  beginnings,  and  even  by  Sir  Francis  Galton  himself 
in  his  communications  to  this  Society,  is  not  only  a  definite  branch 
of  Eugenics,  but  its  most  important  and  urgent  branch  at  the 
present  time.  The  terms  which  suggest  themselves  for  describing 
it  are  preventive,  protective,  or  conservative.  Perhaps,  on  the 
whole,  the  first  of  these  is  the  best,  providing  a  parallel  with 
preventive  medicine.* 

Briefly  to  indicate  the  outlines  of  this  part  of  Eugenics,  it  may 
be  said  that  our  measures  will  be  partly  educative  and  partly  legis¬ 
lative.  They  are  bound  to  be  various  for  they  must  be  exactly 
adapted  to  the  individual  necessity.  The  racial  poisons  are  very 
various  ;  they  include  substances  both  organic  and  inorganic,  some 
introduced  as  such  into  the  body,  others  manufactured  therein  by 
minute  living  organisms.  The  reader  must  be  referred  elsewhere  f 
for  a  discussion  of  this  large  subject,  and  here  reference  will  only 
be  made  to  a  matter  which  I  brought  before  the  Sociological  Society 
last  year. 

Protect  Parenthood  from  Alcohol.  On  that  occasion  I  referred 

*  The  reader’s  attention  may  be  directed  to  the  fact  that  in  the  Eugenics  Review 
there  is  now  appearing  a  series  of  articles  on  the  racial  poisons.  The  first  of  these 
appeared  in  the  issue  for  January,  1910,  and  dealt  with  the  racial  poisons  made  and 
conveyed  by  the  organisms  of  venereal  disease ;  the  second  appeared  in  the  issue  for 
April,  and  in  it  the  present  writer  discussed  the  question  of  alcohol  ;  and  later  it  is 
hoped  to  publish  a  third  paper  on  lead  as  a  racial  poison,  which  will  be  contributed  by 
the  foremost  English  authority  on  the  subject,  Sir  Thomas  Oliver. 

tSee  “Parenthood  and  Race  -  Culture :  An  Outline  of  Eugenics”;  also  the  paper 
already  referred  to  in  the  Eugenics  Review,  April,  1910, 
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to  the  “harmonious  and  abominable  policy”  whereby,  in  the  matter 
of  dealing  with  the  chronically  inebriate,  the  London  County 
Council  and  the  Government,  having  squabbled  on  a  matter  of  6d. 
per  day  per  head,  agreed  to  revert,  in  the  case  of  London’s 
inebriates,  to  what  may  be  called  the  Jane  Cakebread  policy,  which 
works  the  maximum  of  injury  alike  to  the  individual  and  to  the 
race.  The  protests  made  at  that  time  led  to  the  appointment  of  a 
Departmental  Committee,  before  which  the  present  writer  laid  the 
eugenic  evidence,  and  which  has  since  reported  in  a  fairly  credit¬ 
able  fashion.  Meanwhile,  we  wait  for  legislation.  It  is  not 
possible  to  return  here  to  the  arguments  which  I  have  so  frequently 
advanced  elsewhere.  Suffice  it  to  say  that  the  doctrine  “Protect 
Parenthood  from  Alcohol”  is  in  my  judgment  the  most  important 
which  the  temperance  reformer  can  advocate.  I  have  made  it  my 
business  for  a  long  time  past,  on  temperance  platforms,  to  be 
somewhat  more  than  critical  of  much  ordinary  temperance  propa¬ 
ganda  as  misdirected,  lacking  a  sense  of  proportion,  and  missing 
the  great  point.  The  temperance  propaganda  which  is  concerned 
exclusively  with  acute  alcoholic  intoxication  of  the  individual, 
which  it  calls  “the  sin  of  intemperance,”  is  not  adequately  wise; 
but  it  seems  to  me  that  all  men  of  good  will,  of  whatever  class,  or 
creed,  or  party,  ought  to  be  united  in  supporting  the  principle  here 
laid  down,  with  the  sure  guidance  it  offers  to  those  advocates  of 
temperance  who  desire  the  most  and  best  fruit  from  their  labour 
and  time. 

The  biometricians,  so-called  as  I  understand  on  a  classical 
principle  because  they  measure  everything  but  life,  have  lately 
issued  a  “First  Study  of  the  Influence  of  Parental  Alcoholism  on 
the  Physique  and  Ability  of  the  Offspring,”  in  which  the  conclu¬ 
sion  is  reached  that  the  children  of  alcoholic  parents  are  superior 
to  those  of  sober  parents  in  physique,  intelligence,  eye-sight  and 
freedom  from  disease.  It  is  indeed  a  first  study  of  the  subject,  and 
if  Professor  Pearson  were  not  a  tyro  therein  he  would  have  avoided 
the  many  errors,  some  of  them  inexcusable  even  in  a  beginner, 
which  have  since  exposed  him  and  his  method  to  the  mercilessly 
destructive  criticism  of  first-hand  students  of  alcohol  all  the  world 
over.  Having  few  teetotalers  to  study,  Prof.  Pearson  grouped 
them  with  moderate  drinkers,  so  that  his  inquiry  contains  no  com¬ 
parison  between  the  children  of  abstainers  and  drinkers.  Alco¬ 
holism  means  nothing  in  particular  on  his  classification,  and  Dr. 
W.  C.  Sullivan,  a  distinguished  student  of  this  subject,  writing  in 
the  Eugenics  Review  for  July,  1910— following  upon  my  paper 
therein  in  April,  where  I  showed  how  impossible  it  was  for  Prof. 
Pearson  to  arrive  at  the  truth  by  his  methods — has  shown  that  the 
lack  of  anything  even  loosely  resembling  a  scientific  criterion  of 
chronic  alcoholism  largely  explains  Prof,  Pearson’s  error.  There 
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are  many  other  fallacies  in  this  report,  the  conclusions  of  which 
— notoriously  contrary  to  the  long  demonstrated  facts —  are, 
I  learn,  now  to  be  scattered  broadcast  by  a  firm  of  German 
brewers,  to  the  greater  glory  of  English  science ;  but  all  of  them 
are  trivial  compared  with  the  astounding  fact  that  in  estimating 
the  influence  of  parental  alcoholism  upon  offspring  Prof.  Pearson 
has  forgotten  to  ascertain,  in  a  single  case,  whether  the  offspring 
or  the  alcoholism  came  first.  This  is  incredible,  but  it  is  true.* 
The  case  of  lead  as  a  parental  poison  is  very  interesting  because 
of  the  remarkable  parallelism  which  exists,  as  I  have  shown  else¬ 
where,  between  the  effects  of  parental  alcoholism  and  the  effects  of 
parental  plumbism  upon  offspring — provided  that  one  observes 
whether  the  poisoning  or  the  offspring  came  first  in  order  of  time.f 
The  time  has  passed  when  it  was  sufficient  to  talk  at  large  and 
in  general  about  national  degeneration.  The  eugenist  finds  that 
people  are  now  asking  him  or  her,  What  do  you  propose  ?  He  also 
desires  to  be  saved  from  some  most  inconvenient  friends  whose 
proposals  are  in  effect  most  unfriendly.  The  problem  is  to  make 
Eugenics  practical  and  at  the  same  time  sane  and  decent,  and  the 
foregoing  is  an  attempt  to  contribute  to  its  solution.  In  advocating 
Preventive  Eugenics  it  may  be  suggested  that  this  branch  of  our 
practice  will  furnish  the  link  between  the  eugenist  and  the  environ¬ 
mentalist.  At  the  present  time  there  are  distinct  indications — 
hinted  at  in  my  paper  of  last  year  as  one  of  the  “  Obstacles  to 
Eugenics” — that  political  and  class  prejudice  have  their  dire  effect 
here  also,  and  that  those  who  band  themselves  together  and  call 
themselves  eugenists  are  often  much  more  concerned  to  attack 
Socialism  than  to  further  Eugenics.  What  is  here  advanced  as 
Preventive  Eugenics  teaches  that  many  social  reforms,  such  as 
Socialists  and  many  others  demand,  are  required  for  the  eugenic 
end.  I  speak,  if  the  thing  is  credible,  without  any  prejudice, 
accepting  only  my  own  label  of  Eugenist,  and  grateful  alike  to 
Socialist,  plutocrat,  or  monarch  who  will  serve  the  end  of  ends, 
which  is  by  making  better  men  and  women  to  make  a  better  world. 

C.  W.  Saleeby. 

*For  detailed  criticism  of  tins  literally  preposterous  report,  the  reader  may  be 
referred  to  my  paper,  “  Professor  Karl  Pearson  on  Alcoholism  and  Offspring,”  in  the 
British  Journal  of  Inebriety,  October,  1910. 

t  The  method  which  finds  such  precautions  superfluous  is  rapidly  becoming  super¬ 
fluous  and  no  more  need  here  be  said  about  it.  The  relations  between  Genetics  and 
Eugenics  are  those  which  will  most  urgently  concern  us  for  many  years  to  come,  but 
they  do  not  fall  within  our  present  subject. 
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